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em £h \b v st v ' on. Claims L 7, 10 and 

- ; lepe ; cla-m? 

v I S v( f i ^ 1 X -.v 

s s ? I J ! ordmgly. 

The exanuaer objected to claim 2 on the ground that the claim uso * c ^ ins w uh>ui 

i st i ! ^ c ' < i^p k n 1 invsxhi is 3 "> \ i. e K > k v 

recited in cteh aid t I - ecite the neaning of the syntax "b etx ant 3 etx 

Applicant also canceled claim 3, and amended claim 4 to correct its dependency. 

octet chum 6 under 35 V S I §02 second p g 

v v. i 1 - ^ v. *' ! o po la t <» ink> - ^\ -> (. 

claim 6 to recite "a branch operation". 

The examiner rejected claims 1-9 and 13-15 udter 3.5 U.S.C. §101 on the ground that the 

i'.ncr k s ssdiueted tu> u nor-latutnty subject matter. 

Spe< c >< , v* espect to claim 1 , the examiner stated: 

e. Regarding claim 1 , the claim is non-statutory for two reasons: 

a} the' claim calls for "a context branch instruction that, when executed, 

Phis language do ot inc 1 ne 1 I > tha 

i actuafl) pens 3stancf A'ith a conciit 
faced ■ e s iation > a c Ptior b> tself Itsmatf ausss h< 

i - v -i t i f < <ui* use" snot 

«• m % a ' vomme Is epiaesng cause i 
^ anarch to another instruction of the instruction 

f r t or a 

This wa> > d to ac 

perform a branch as opposed to just performing a condition evaluation 
, causes a branch, which does not produce a tangible result 
h) tor the claimed context branch Instruction, branching wiii occur in 
accoutiance wan an evaluation, but when the branch does not occur, ail 
. , occurs. ;s; the evaluation, which ;s nut a laughe result, r - Instanoe, 



us la whether - equah a current context manner, it tna numbers 
ui c 8 3 t - v 5 e 5 xxur tnen 
nothing happens in addition to the evaluation. Consequently, since 
doe produce a < 
duce a tangible s tha t 

< ease >h a N - tx page 3 paragraphs) 
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cc> iJ Cod mdcpuxk Is s. \ti\n o 

b edon causes the appuiulus t elect >ti ^ v 

stream ,>ti our - i a to T v i-> hK»uei t sso <J \ ! a mU - k „l to ike vontoto 
branch mstructio and at instruct! 11 ing the context bt t nstrucii 
the selected 'a'.um, is retoouai Appucant i . amended ^n^x u claims to 1 una 
1 3. f v * 1 di ' k •> to i v i - v v 

eond-to: ; s -.molmto r , 1 the branch condition % jo i . „d . ^ v a < ^* 

K v i t i i * t ! j 1 Ok hok« k > s 
vO i s x > M^wOp ')v sctotoed and ?e v w> i 

v i t. elected and ct kCs I s 

features recned i iqmndi i \ >d i i . augs >k t aw clau s directs v 
>l tos orv \ubiv\ oa ci 

1 c sc ulepe denlc n 1 produces a ta ble result md o reeled > su or> 
subject matte? daims v, ich depend -from claim 1 aK > <. i * "to - - ul a**, thus 
net u s ^ 'u i!tei 

Independent claims 7, 10 and 13, and the claims thai depend from them, arc also directed 
io l it v ! i t lot k i it < 

claim 1, 

' ^ . ^ t. ^ ~~ v > ^ «1 MS uneu Sv -■ >e l 

under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Saulsbury in view of U.S. Patent No, 
0,564,3 lt$ to itowm. i'hc examiner v rejected claims 10-12 under 35 I ma ' toto ; m- as hemg 
unpatentable over Saulsbury. 

- caardu claim 1, the e.> it u e ated 

v c ciaif - uls J r 55 ta a;i i puler progra 

product residing on a computer readable storage medium (Fig.2 : 
component 102; column 2, lines 42-45) oompf ;t ans ; T :p 4), 

c m\ - ; o < - i a , ^ i, ! e 

v. s \ N on zer t trued > t c ' to ^ t v 

data processing apparatus to cause an instruction sirsam to oranch to 
anotno struc on to wins ate with a a be! 

^Oc e c< toe e^ - tf m 'to x<r 

: itomcaoo vvji! brunch to the instruction assoc a;oC ,\ ta iaoei "noxtt 

v „ s, toe ' ! s % to -! i a -..he* it 
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a current context number matches a context number specified by the 
context branch instruction. Tne bz instruction is a branch on zero 
ca - V me o e« r j ' - vuic % s ao 
Jtr j ion zero ^ ? i c > iber (i.e., the 

c be compared to zero ( j ' v his rogr 

too "bii next:" instruction checks to see if the current context number 
l w )* dbC ! s o t < S 

e ia e bran - c rib c 1 
the numbers am context numbers 38 the branches and numbers are 
o jlsrq ervironm 
c „ es 40-4 1 (Off hoti; e::e.. i ■: 

O^-Sryh 26} 



polo m.!,h. eye: ecu* v a o, I a> rimth that 'he s,\< ; \n > ' i ^ , ds 

m< to t .v e > ! •> m 0u v m\ h c Ji (S ; u , ) v < i i 

i <> , v. Cs f , s ^ sm iK 1 to ^ ' K o m v 

m i ' m t n * ! i nendeo i n '< i 1 no 

\np vUnsr 1 and 14, which depend from independent claims ?, 10, and 

1 3 respectively, to make the language recited in claims 8, 1 1 and 1 * con- . % t >e amended 
^ ,s 7 , 'band 13, 

Applicant's independent claim 1 recites "a context branch instruction that, when 

stream lion s ' 1 act . struct o s< ciat d * Hh > I i \\- io< he maevt 

>ranch iro following tht t \ f% « t »ased o 

mnn i i vs t f vt <. t v < : f > s 

o m-mum; >.o end .eirnoe the ook-chm other j t > eh f ' mo,-, mppkv.m:" ■ vm;ie\t bommh 
inssrummn causes \ v ^ 1 c ■e'u i np« v» pt n s mod the a-mewu 1 the next 
instruction to bo executed. Furthermore, rite comparison operation is performed on the current 
uxceotme tervm number and the context number \ alue >p< oLi « i to v. omcxt branch 
instruction itself 

acorn - i i .ui^ v, n ^ si ? ,h h > as oedte^ oe^ -osAamg 

overhead for handling traps {col. 1 , lines 6-8}. To that end, Saolsbury describes u program and a 

< ' or 1 <* t o v «m ma b 's , so esplams' 

• m>< is sed sop uis r« f ioss is exe uf< d, * n ip ma; , o iti h 
H ,,,>>!,, secutioH i i the | 
> . j i < disng s ( I <» in sps i j > K 0 , i i 



wrspr in the trap h-aadhng routine causes the operand stored by the 
working register wri t« be saved in a sp da.S s egistet •>: iae special 

- e* ' < ! I " Hi ni is v bis registers jjistrif fioa wrdbi 
the dirty bits stored by the dirty bit registers dbrO to dbrN-i to be stored in 

i St) >£ - t i 1 > * < j > ' ' ' 1 > 

btsi deter.mja.es if the dirty bit stored by the dirty bit register dbr §Js aero 

■'»< Lilii dj u hi; j\ /in-, ihb huniates {hat Ou »pe; aad nurus h j ! \ 

} i. 1 .! kl'-IS : :;4-V.."::/;l ; iL : >..yJd>:fb.f - LlLtM* Sii^V, tbe trap handling routine 
branches m the bH test htsmathm btst at the iabd next! as a mull of the 
h/ H»s ti ; i»( - . v » 

<< u < , s < f ( ,! . ,< inemon 104 becaasi it has beconw 
ieaetlve. But, if the dirty bit is one, then this indicates thai the operand is 
active. In this case, the trap handling roadae does mot braach and the sttsre 

itrueHon si causes tin J tared ia ihe * 1 « 
saved la the main memory 104 at the address atldr2. (emphasis added, col. 
4, Un« 30-51) 



! > k i! v ii> a < > -} n s 

coarse of executing a ''branch on zero" instruction, conventionally, the execution of such an 

si i \ l UK S ! S O ! ! ^ V. I - 

set to 0. In the example illustrated in Salisbury's FIG. 4, the zero-flag will presumably be set as 
a result s\s i h M i > ,na\ti ( k h,iik v /cot sit x s 1 s 

wr i . db0'\ which "determines if the dirty bit stored by the dirty bit register dbrO is zero or one' 4 
(cd. 4, lines 40-41), 

<. x J t n m > n es. 

performed by Salisbury's execution of the "btsi wri , dbO" instruction) is performed as a result of 

b>. ! t ' >v M s> i!N n HiJl IS sO U ' \ i ! vS 1 vss Ui M <i * v 

branch instruction usem 

^ foreovei su t 1 1 omparison opei ition would compat e the conic it oi r.n o - agisters and 

not the current executing context number, as provided by foe microprocessor, to a context 
»ntx e specified b cb nstraction ta.ee 5 ulsln y's branc 
< eofomels. Sa dsl a i s s , ^ ^ « v s J 

v x ^ v. ; s .O -d \ t ? s „ i s, 

s s. , s , v jor stieam from * . _ 

v, Uku sua e>a Umnston k> 'n s v <. {w , < > n ^ 1 i. w 

O v s ! s t v Or Msa., n , <L > s O ^ s. U 1 ' S v. 

c uy-.-es si Li context number specified by the context brain w ctanu ,md 
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retrieve! s t ction ' as required b up < nt - dope i nt claim 1 

\np v e f s x. v N v ! ! ( v v v pa , t ibV on i le vPoe aP 

^ ■ 111 m (. CCC > 1 ! <> OCp 1-1 i! kI hi < r \mm ~ 1 _ ^ ' 

s v , s . - - : c i Jain ! 
Independent claims ?, H) and 13 recite "performing a comparison of a context number of 

' * Pi 5 i ^ X ,? ' I s 

vwtK % am v 1 ka» te\i iJ a -P actio, and an o , m im< 

m , i t j , : m comparison: and m i m isw Hie selected ti msmscnom' «. 

n«. -> similar to those provided with lespu-tv * 
least these features are not disclosed b> die cited art, Applicants independent claims , 10 and 
Ik cited art 

5. anus N ^ , v v \ < ^ independent claim. 7 and are therefore patentable tor at least the 
same reass. , nVpei.ck «. Saim ~ Claims 1 1-12 depend from - , cm a > 1 J and are 
therefore patentable for at least the same reasons as independent claim 10, Claims 1-4-15 depend 
from independent claim 13 and are therefore patentable for at least the same reasons as 
mdepemkmS claim - 

v are pc teni.ihL' i.M ai ieas < , us 

x^hich -he> den- od oc patentable.. 

\ ^ ' v. i i el no -5 i - u 

mk ec and such action > espeel ully requested itt eexamma jet He 

convenience. 

. ,v , iii. vcimam.ee \ ! uuf n | . run! ,maf. 

v v i s t v e appliean (a) addressed ceil >.it s t 
x ipp desothe ent* of the examiner, lb dc 

ei ^ ef some i u t m i i 
,-as ■ <av 'p, u upj v-, i i>»hi Jims .«k > m tdo< e , claim 

f > m ^ .jlo .r t>. t 1 e > < ' m s a ^ 

cdme > I cUms 
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